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Abstract 
Bully-victims can be considered a differentiate group in bullying classification. The aim of this study is to define the main 
characteristics of bully-victims regard to peer acceptance in order to improve the understanding of this category. Social status in 
the group plays an important role, thus we establish a sociometric differentiation between rejected and non rejected bully-victims. 
Multivariate analysis of variance was used on a large sample of secondary school in Spain (N=2847).  Results showed that some 
characteristics such as aggression and hyperactivity are characteristics involved in bully-victims profile. Rejected bully-victims 
showed higher level in personality attributes related to victimization but no differences on attributes related to aggression with 
non rejected bully-victims. Finally, significant differences were not found in well-being in classroom and school context which 
may point out the relevance of social status and peer acceptance regardless the individual level of aggressiveness
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1. Introduction  
Bullying phenomenon is a negative social dynamic among children and adolescents identified as a problem for 
the first time by Olweus (1973). Assuming his definition: "a person is being bullied when he or she is exposed, 
repeatedly over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other students" (Olweus, 1993, p. 9)”. Most of 
bullying actions take place among classmates (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). Initial researches focused the problem 
on self-traits of the bully and gave less importance to the social position that the bully has within the classroom, but 
recent studies reveal an interactive model person-situation (Berkowitz, 1993; Salmivalli et al., 1998; Sutton & 
Smith, 1999). It has been proved the importance of the social context in bullying, variable as aggression are 
dependant of values and norms from the particular group (Stormshak et al., 1999). 
 
1.1. Characteristics  and social relationship of bullies 
Bullies have been labelled as aggressive, hostile, impulsive, and with poor social skills (Olweus, 1998; 
Kumpulainen et al., 1998). They tend to behave in a stable and persistent manner (Dodge y Coie, 1990; Olweus, 
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1993) and obtain bigger psychoticism scores than other children (Mynard & Josep, 1997). Also, bullies found 
difficulties to detect basic emotions such as fear or sadness and to recognize their victims´ suffering as a 
consequence of their behaviours (Slaby & Guerra 1998; Blair 1999). They enjoy dominating other children (Carney 
& Merrell, 2001). Referring to situational variables bullies have poor academic achievement and reject the school 
environment (Nansel et al., 2001; Demaray & Malecki, 2003; Glew et al., 2005). Bullies´ families are often troubled 
(Olweus, 1994), parents support the use of physical discipline (Curtner-Smith, 2000; Olweus, 1978) are sometimes 
hostile, rejecting, and indifferent to their children, and are permissive toward aggressive childhood behaviour 
(Demaray & Malecki, 2003).  
Antisocial behaviours are often perceived as positive in peer cultures and also represent challenges to adult 
standards and values (Moffit, 1993; Rodkin, Farmer, Pearl and van Acker, 2006). In spite of aggressive behaviour is 
not popular between group members and bullies are rejected by their peers, they are able to be accepted by some of 
them and also, able to have good friends in their classroom (Cairns et al., 1988). Personality traits such as 
extraversion and sincerity might be related with bullies self-report abilities to make friends (Nansel et al., 2001, 
2004). Relations are dominated by the sense of belonging within the peer group (Rubin et al., 2006; Baumeister & 
Leary, 1995; Hartup, 1992). That fact might explain why a prime goal of bullies is to get status between their 
classmates (Sijtsema et al. 2009). Their desire is to be accepted by the significant same-gender classmates and they 
do not care much about rejection by the rest (Olthof & Goossens, 2008). The use of violence in bully´s behaviour is 
a way to achieve social status (Pellegrini et al., 1999) and has been found a relationship between bullying and 
popularity within the peer group (DeBruyn & Cillessen, 2006; Dijkstra et al., 2008; Lease et al., 2002). 
1.2. Characteristics  and social relationship of victims 
Victims are usually tagged as weak, insecure, sensitive, quiet, shy, and with high levels of anxiety (Farrington, 
1993). They have a high tendency to introversion and low self-esteem (Mynard & Joseph, 1997; O'Moore & 
Kirkham, 2001), having a negative view about themselves and their situation (Campart & Lindstrom, 1997). Victims 
are often target of bullies’ aggressiveness without provocation and are often unable to protect themselves from 
bullying (McNamara & McNamara, 1997). In school context victims are usually alone, they do not belong to any 
social network related with peers (Huttunen et al., 1996), driving to fewer relationships with them (Nansel et al., 
2001). When victims choose in their social network other classroom members, these turn out to be lonely students 
like them (Mercer & De Rosier, 2010) and non-aggressive friends (Mouttapa et al., 2004). All these deficits in social 
behavior put victims at risk of developing mental disorders and suffering bullying (Gifford- Smith & Brownell, 
2003; Rubin et al., 2006; Oldehinkel et al., 2007). Opposite to bullies, victimized children tend to have 
overprotective and sheltering parents that may contribute to their children’s victimization (Olweus, 1993) because 
they have not been previously taught to deal with conflicts (McNamara & McNamara, 1997). 
1.3. Brief review of bully-victim characteristics and social relationships 
Bully-victim typology emerged from a previous classification of victims into passive and aggressive or active 
victims, and also they have been named reactive bullies or provocative victims. Nowadays bully-victim is 
considered as an independent category by itself. Bullies and victims are not mutually exclusive (Pellegrini, et al., 
1999; Schwartz, 2000; Haynie et al., 2001; Espelage & Swearer, 2003), about one half of the bullies reported also 
being victims. As an appropriate definition we understand “these children both bully others and are bullied 
themselves” (Smokowski & Holland, 2005). Bully-victims often annoy students and irritate and tease others to 
create tension, attempting to fight back when insulted or attacked (Carney & Merrell, 2001). In their classrooms, 
they are not socially accepted by their peers (Andreou, 2001) and usually are the most disliked members (Batsche & 
Knoff, 1994; Schwartz, 2000). This children are considered aggressive and anxious (Olweus, 1995), tend to have 
high level of depression, and low measures on self-esteem, prosocial behavior, and social acceptance (Veenstra et al. 
2005). Their social functioning is poor compared with pure bullies or victims (Hanish & Guerra, 2004; Nansel et al., 
2004). Consequently the risk to suffer social isolation, academic failure and to be involved in conflictive behaviours 
becomes higher (Glew et al., 2000; Limber et al., 2002; Juvonen et. al. 2003). In their family context they usually 
deal with an inconsistent parental pattern: overprotective, neglectful and abusive (Bowers et al., 1994). 
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1.4 The present study 
 
Our study focused in a large random sample of adolescents to afford the main objective of differentiate the 
characteristics of bullies, victims and bully-victims, specifically trying to dig deeper on the establishment of the 
social behaviour of the last mentioned role. Bully-victims were understood as an entity with resemblances with both, 
victims and bullies, but also, with important differences comparing with them. To achieve more information about 
the adolescents involved in bullying behaviour, data about subjective well-being in different contexts and with 
different people; attitudes toward aggression, sexism and ethnic minorities; behavioural disorders; and behaviour 
were collected. Our first objective will be starting the delimitation of some characteristics of bullies, victims, and 
bully-victims which are directly associated with their sociometric status, but that did not constituted part of it, like 
their inclusion in a group of friends or the incongruences that emerged when comparing the opinion of those 
problematic children about their peers with the opinion that their peers have towards them. 
Some researchers have identified popular and unpopular bully subtypes (Farmer et al., 2002). Popular bullies 
socialize with other popular children and do not appear to encounter significant social stigma stemming from their 
aggression. Unpopular bullies are typically rejected or neglected by other children and may use aggression as a way 
to get attention. However studies highlighting the differences between popular and rejected victims, and popular and 
rejected bully-victims have been scarce to date. In order to delimitate the importance of the social position and the 
status in the group of peers of those involved in bullying, the three roles considered were linked with sociometric 
measures. Therefore each one of the aforementioned roles in bullying have been considered in two separated groups: 
those individuals who were accepted by their peers, and those who were rejected by them.  
 
2. Method 
 
2.1. Sample 
 
We used a random sample (n = 3012) extracted by cluster sampling of 25 secondary public schools in Madrid 
(Spain). Of those students who filled out correctly and completely the questionnaire (n = 2847), were considered 
only those who have been involved in bullying behaviors (n = 777) using the bullying survey “CEVE” (Díaz-
Aguado et al., 2004). To identify roles in bullying behaviors, scores above eighty percentile in bullying 
questionnaire were used: P80 in bullying behaviours for pure bullies (n = 230); P80 in victimization for pure victims 
(n = 362) and P80 in both for bully-victims (n = 185). Also these typologies were combined with sociometric status 
according to Coie and Dodge method, which classifies children in: popular, rejected, controversial, neglected, and 
average categories. Only were considered the popular, rejected and average categories, so we finally have a sample 
of adolescents (n = 728) classified as non-rejected bullies (n = 124), rejected bullies (n = 105), non-rejected victims 
(n = 100), rejected victims (n = 227), non-rejected bully-victims (n = 65), and rejected bully-victims (n = 107). 
Adolescents were involved in Obligatory Secondary Education (ESO): range age = 12-17, mean age = 13.87, SD = 
1.35. In each educative level there were more girls than boys as might be expected because girls are less prone than 
boys to be involved in bullying behaviour (Farrinton, 1993). 
 
2.2. Procedure 
 
All surveys were applied using a computer software program to recall student’s responses. This procedure 
facilitates the codification of results and the identification of uncompleted or unfilled tests. The application of the 
questionnaires was collective in groups from 16 to 30 students and took about 60 minutes in one session. It was 
applied at computer classrooms during tutorship hours, with each student using an individual computer. In each 
student’s group at least a teacher and a researcher were present. Students were informed about the confidentiality of 
data, the objectives of the project and were encouraged to answer sincerely and to ask any doubt during the test. 
 
2.3. Measures 
 
2.3.1. Sociometric Measures  
Sociometric data were collected using IESOCIO software (Martín-Babarro, Díaz-Aguado & Martínez-Arias, 
2008), which is a specific tool to collect and manage sociometric data. Four methods were used: ratings “like / 
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dislike” (nomination method); friend nominations (friendship group method), the assignation of a value 
comprehended between 1 to 7, to each of their peers, with a value 1 = “like much” and 7 = “dislike much” (ratings 
method), and nominations for 14 attributes associated with bullying roles (perceptive attributes method). 
Personality attributes related to bullying classification:  A 16 items peer report scale on personality attributes 
related to bullying roles was surveyed. Factor analysis discovered three main groups: attributes related with 
withdrawal, shyness, etc (victim role), attributes related to aggressive behaviors (bully role), and attributes related to 
be respectful, help others, etc. (prosocial role). To facilitate the responses, names and photographs of each student in 
the classroom were displayed to respond each question, and students only had to click on photo icons to nominate 
classmates. 
 
2.3.2. ESPERI (Screening Questionnaire of BehaviorDisorder) Parellada, San Sebastián, Martínez Arias & Martín-
Babarro, (2009). 
 
It is a 24 item questionnaire with four factors: inattention and impulsivity (alpha = .70), includes items which 
represent characteristics of TDAH diagnosis associated with attention problems and impulsivity; pre-dissocial 
(alpha = .83) included items related with behaviors that usually are not included in conduct disorder diagnosis but 
that represent dissocial behavior in some individuals and specifically in feminine gender; psychopathic (alpha = .91) 
included items associated with absence of empathy, egocentrism, and guilt; hyperactivity (alpha = .78), included 
items which represent an excessive activity not oriented to tasks or objectives.  
 
2.3.3. C.A.D.V (Attituds Questionnaire towards Diversity and Violence)Díaz-Aguado, Martínez-Arias &Martín-
Seoane 20 
 
It is a 77 item questionnaire which measures the concordance with some phrases about believing’s in justification 
of violence, sexism, and intolerance towards minority groups. We applied a snominations of 22 items of the original 
questionnaire, using a likert scale from 1 to 7. This item snominations had three factors: attitudes towards other 
ethnic groups (alpha =.82) (Díaz-Aguado, Royo, Segura, & Andrés, 1996); attitudes towards gender and violence 
(alpha = .85) (Díaz-Aguado, Martínez-Arias, 2001); and attitudes towards violence in general and violence towards 
peers (alpha = .84) (Díaz-Aguado, Martínez Arias, & Martín Seoane, 2004).    
     
2.3.4. Questionnaire about family relationships, and academic variables. 
 
This questionnaire included a series of questions used in previous research (Díaz-Aguado, Martínez Arias & 
Baraja, 1992). In this study the following variables were considered: family characteristics (well-being with father, 
mother and at home); parent’s rearing style (five variables); academic results (number of failed subjects in the last 
quarter; number of academic years repeated; and perspectives of studying or working in the future); wellbeing with 
persons and places associated with academic environment (five variables: companions, teachers, school of 
Secondary Education, classroom, and academic learning). 
 
3. Analysis 
 
Data were analyzed using Spss17. Each set of dependent variables (ESPERI, CADV, family associated, academic 
associated and sociometric) was analyzed in separate, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Post hoc test 
were performed as follow-up test in each MANOVA, applying Bonferroni Correction (sig. = .008), to determine 
whether the means differed significantly from each other. MANOVAS included a between-subjects factor, which 
was Bullying Sociometric Tipology (six levels). Dependent variables included in each MANOVA are detailed next. 
First MANOVA was realized on ESPERI data entering the four factors of problematic behavior included in our 
study as dependents: hyperactivity, inattention-impulsivity, psychopathic and pre-dissocial. Second MANOVA took 
into account data related with beliefs and justifications that might foster the occurrence of aggression and the 
perceptive attributes related to bullying, receiving it or do it. Therefore the four factors of CADV test (“justification 
of violence”, “sexism”, and “intolerance”) and the three factors of the Questionnaire of Perceptive Attributes 
(“aggressive”, “victimization”, and “prosocial”) were included as dependents. Third MANOVA take account of 
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data related with academic stuff. So data on academic performance (“number of failed subjects”, “perspectives of 
working or studying”, “number of times had to repeat the academic year”) & welfare in school with “classmates”, 
“teachers”, “classroom”, “Secondary School”, and “learning”, were included. Fourth MANOVA take account of 
sociometric data: incongruences (number of choices which an adolescent made towards companions who rejected 
him/her) in nomination and rating methods (“incongruences to work” and “incongruences in valuation method”); 
social impact (sum of rejections and positive nominations) in nomination and rating methods (“impact for work” and 
“impact in ratings”); and nominations sent and received in group of friends were included as dependents. In order to 
take account of family related differences, Non Parametric analyses were performed because the violation of the 
MANOVA assumptions made not recommendable the application of parametric ones. Therefore, Kruskal Wallis test 
were performed to analyze the differences of adolescents of different characteristics in their parents rearing style and 
their well-being with family environment. Mann-Whitney test were performed as follow-up tests applying 
Bonferroni Correction (sig. = .008). 
 
4. Results
 
Pairwise analysis for all MANOVAs could be consulted in tables 1 and 2 but differences between bullies and 
victims will be not commented in this study, therefore neither are included in the tables.  
At first MANOVA, there was a statistically significant difference between the BullyingSociometric_Tipology of 
adolescents on their behavior associated with conduct disorders measured with ESPERI, Pillai’s trace F (20, 2828) = 
5.769, p = .000, Ȝ = .157, partial İ2 = .039, power = 1.0. Given the significance of the overall test, the univariate 
main effects were examined applying Bonferroni correction (p < .008). Significant univariate main effects for 
BullyingSociometric_Tipology  were obtained for inattention-impulsivity, F (5, 707) = 12.39, p = .000, partial İ2 = 
.081, power = 1.0; pre-dissocial, F (5, 707) = 15.658, p = .000, partial eta square = .10, power = 1.0; psychopathy, F 
(5, 707) = 3.385, p partial eta square = .023, power = 1.0; hyperactivity, F (5, 707) = 16.926, p partial eta square = 
.107, power = .96.  
At second MANOVA, there was a statistically significant difference between the BullyingSociometric_Tipology 
of adolescents on their attitude towards diversity, violence and attributes related with bullying behavior, Pillai’s 
trace F (36,4242) = 46.574, p = .000, Ȝ = 1.7, partial İ2 = .283, power = 1.0. Given the significance of the overall 
test, the univariate main effects were examined applying Bonferroni correction (p < .008). Significant univariate 
main effects for BullyingSociometric_Tipology were obtained for: justification of violence F (5, 707) = 528.702, p = 
.000, partial İ2 = .818, power = 1.0; sexism F (5, 707) = 381.354, p = .000, partial İ2 = .764, power = 1.0; aggressive 
attributes, F (5, 707) = 185.539, p = 0.000, partial İ2 = .612, power = 1.0; prosocial attributes F (5, 707) = 133.460, 
p = .000, partial İ2 = .531, power =1.0; victim attributes  F (5, 707) = 247.482, p = .000, partial İ2 = .677, power = 
1.0.  
At third MANOVA, there was a statistically significant difference between the BullyingSociometric_Tipology of 
adolescents on their academic performance, their academic subjective wellbeing and their academic aspirations, 
Pillai’s trace F (48, 4320) = 26.228, p = .000, Ȝ = 1.356, partial İ2= .226, power = 1.0. Given the significance of the 
overall test, the univariate main effects were examined applying Bonferroni correction (p < .008). Significant 
univariate main effects for BullyingSociometric_Tipology were obtained for all dependents introduced: repeated 
academic year, F (5,722) = 83.057, p = .000, partial İ2 = .408, power = 1.0; perspectives of working or studying, F 
(5,722) = 624.638, p = .000, partial İ2 = .838, power = 1.0; number of failed subjects, F (5,722) = 290.750, p = .000, 
partial İ2 = .707, power = 1.0; wellbeing at secondary school, F (5,722) = 1104.703, p = .000, partial İ2 = .902, 
power = 1.0; wellbeing in classroom, F (5,722) = 1037.276, p = .000, partial İ2 = .896, power = 1.0; wellbeing with 
teachers, F (5,722) = 771.981, p = .000, partial İ2 = .865, power = 1.0; wellbeing with classmates, F (5,722) = 
1489.381, p = .000, partial İ2 = .925, power = 1.0; wellbeing with learning, F (5,722) = 1145.872, p = .000, partial İ2 
= .905, power = 1.0.  
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Table 1 Significant pairwise differences between students with same roles in bullying and different sociometric 
status. 
Dependent variables Non-rejected & rejected bully Non-rejected victim & rejected 
victim
Non-rejected bully-victim & 
rejected bully-victim 
Aggressive
attributes
Mean non-reject = 1.42, (1.05);   
    Mean reject = 2.23, (1.45) ** 
Ns. Ns. 
Prosocial attributes Mean non-reject = .17, (.16);   
   Mean reject = .56, (.07) ** 
Mean non-reject =  .31, (.26);  Mean 
reject  = .17, (.17) ** 
Ns. 
Victimization 
attributes
Mean non-reject = .14, (.17);    
  Mean reject  = .31, (.25) ** 
Mean non-reject = .86, (.83);  
Mean reject = 2.34, (1.43) ** 
Mean non-reject =    .41, (.41);   
   Mean reject  = 1.85, (1.57) ** 
Perspectives of 
working and 
studying
Mean non-reject = 4.06, (1.88);    
   Mean reject = 3.07, (1.89) * 
Ns. Mean non-reject = 4.66, (1.68);     
    Mean reject = 3.53, (2.22) * 
Number of failed 
subjects
Mean non-reject = 3.15, (2.22);   
   Mean reject = 4.12, (2.15) ** 
Mean non-reject = 2.27,  (2.17);   
   Mean reject = 3.22, (2.20) ** 
Ns. 
Wellbeing with 
classmates 
Ns. Mean non-reject = 4.65,  (1.31);      
    Mean reject = 4.07, (1.36) * 
Mean non-reject = 4.86, (1.17);    
   Mean reject  = 4.05, (1.64) * 
Wellbeing in 
classroom
Ns. Ns. Mean non-reject = 4.65, (1.27);   
  Mean reject =  3.61, (1.61) ** 
Impact (RM) Mean non-reject =73.24, (8.41) 
  Mean reject  = 61.5, (7.92) ** 
 
Mean non-reject = 67.75, (11.09); 
    Mean reject = 52.07, (11.69) ** 
Mean non-reject = 68.31, (10.38) 
   Mean reject  = 60.66, (10.79) ** 
Incongruences (W) Mean non-reject =3.26,  (4.67);    
 Mean reject  =  9.6,    (9.79) ** 
Mean non-reject = 3.99, (6.11);       
Mean reject  =  9.54, (10.24) ** 
Mean non-reject = 5.6, (9.53);   
   Mean reject  = 11.17, (9.49) * 
Incongruences (RM) Mean non-reject =17.52, (11.28);  
  Mean reject = 10.30, (10.52) ** 
Ns. Mean non-reject = 17.26, (15.14);  
    Mean reject = 9.08, (9.35) * 
Choices  in a group 
of friends
Ns. Mean non-reject = 37.62,  (21.77) 
   Mean reject = 24.23, (19.60) ** 
Ns. 
Choices  received by 
friends 
Mean non-reject = 7.89, (2.45) 
   Mean reject = 3.67, (1.99) ** 
 
 
Mean non-reject = 6.35, (2.67) 
    Mean reject = 2.59, (1.81) ** 
 
Mean non-reject = 7.05, (3.1) 
   Mean reject  = 2.71, (1.8) ** 
 
Notes., Mean non-reject  = Mean non rejected. Mean reject = Mean rejected. Standart deviations are presented in 
parenthesis. NS = No significant difference. ** p = .000, * .001  p   .008. RM = Ratings method (liking). W = 
Nomination method to work. 
 
At fourth MANOVA, there was a statistically significant difference between the BullyingSociometric_Tipology 
of adolescents on sociometric data, Pillai’s trace F (36, 4314) = 38.829, p = .000, Ȝ = 1.468, partial İ2 = .245, power 
= 1.0. Given the significance of the overall test, the univariate main effects were examined applying Bonferroni 
correction (p < .008). Significant univariate main effects for BullyingSociometric_Tipology were obtained for all 
dependents introduced: impact to work F (5,719) = 1985.346, p = .000, partial İ2 = .943, power = 1.0; impact by 
ratings method F (5,719) = 4381.399, p = .000, partial İ2 = .973, power = 1.0; incongruences to work F (5,719) = 
105.003, p = .000, partial İ2 = .467, power = 1.0; incongruences of liking F (5,719) = 167.825, p = .000, partial İ2 = 
.583, power = 1.0; choiced in groups of friends F (5,719) = 252.831, p = .000, partial İ2 = .678, power = 1.0;  
choiced as member of groups of friends F (5,719) = 630.108, p = .000, partial İ2 = .840, power = 1.0.  
Using Kruskal-Wallis test a significant difference between the BullyingSociometric_Tipology on the variable 
“my parents know where I go” was found, H (5) = 24.33, p = .000. Mann-Whitney tests were performed as post-hoc 
test applying Bonferroni correction (p < .008). One of those test revealed that rejected bully-victims agree more with 
that phrase, U = 9910, p = .003, r = -.11. Also, were found differences between bullies and victims but they will be 
not commented in this study. 
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Table 2. Significant pairwise differences between bully-victims and both bullies and victims.  
Rejected bully victims No rejected bully-victims Dependent variables 
Differences with victims Differences with bullies Differences with victims Differences with Bullies 
M reject-bully-victim = 3.6, SD = 4.25   Pre-disocial 
M no-reject-victim= 1.89, 
(2.59),* 
M reject-victim = 1.36, 
(2.4) ** 
NS NS NS NS NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim  = 8.02, SD = 6.86 M no-reject-bully-victim =  8.28, SD = 5.46 Hiperactivity 
NS M reject-victim = 5.08, 
(5.25) * 
NS NS NS M reject-victim = 
5.08, (5.25), p = 
.001. 
NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 10.51, SD = 6.33   Sexism
M no-reject-victim = 7.94, 
(3.90) * 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 1.44, SD = 1.51 M bully-victim = 1.42, SD = 1.25 Aggressive factor 
M no-reject-victim = .23, 
(.38) **  
M reject-victim = .17, 
(.24) ** 
NS M reject-bully = 
2.23, (1.45) * 
M no-reject-victim = .23, 
(.38) ** 
M reject-victim = .17, 
(.24) ** 
NS M reject-bully = 
2.23, 1.45, p = 
.003. 
M reject-bully-victim = .08, SD = .10 M bully-victim = .14, SD = .13 Prosocial factor 
M no-reject-victim = .31, 
(.26) ** 
M reject-victim = .17, 
(.17) ** 
M no-reject-bully = 
.17, (.16) ** 
NS M no-reject-victim = .31, 
(.26) ** 
NS NS M reject-bully = .06, 
(.07) ** 
M reject-bully-victim = 1.88, SD = 1.59 M bully-victim = .41, SD = .41 Victimization factor 
M no-reject-victim = .85, 
(.83) **
NS M no-reject-bully = 
.14, (.17)** 
M reject-bully = .31, 
(.25) ** 
M no-reject-victim = .85, 
(.83) **
M reject-victim = 2.35, 
(1.44)
M no-reject-bully = .14, 
(.17)** 
NS 
M reject-bully-victim = .63, SD = .73 M no-reject-bully-victim = .38, SD = .60 Repeated academic 
year M no-reject-victim = .28, 
(.55) * 
NS NS NS NS NS NS M reject-bully = .79, 
(.68) * 
M reject-bully-victim = 3.53, SD = 2.22 M no-reject-bully-victim = 4.66, SD = 1.68 Perspectives of working 
or studying M no-reject-victim = 4.87, 
(1.62) ** 
M reject-victim = 4.53, 
(1.75) * 
NS NS NS NS M no-reject-bully = 4.06, 
(1.88) ** 
NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 4.08, SD = 2.13 M no-reject-bully-victim = 3.32, SD = 2.30 Number of failed 
subjects M no-reject-victim = 2.27, 
(2.17) ** 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

Notes., M no-reject = Mean of no rejected. M reject = Mean rejected. Standart deviations are presented in parenthesis. NS = No significant difference. ** p = .000, * .001  p   
.008. VM = Valoration method (liking). W = Nomination method for working.  
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Rejected bully victims No rejected bully-victims Dependent variables 
Differences with bulliesDifferences with victims Differences with victims Differences with bullies 
M reject-bully-victim = 4.00, SD = 1.58 M no-reject-bully-victim =  4.37, SD = 1.39 Wellbeing in secondary 
school
 
Notes., M no-reject = Mean of no rejected. M reject = Mean rejected. Standart deviations are presented in parenthesis. NS = No significant difference. ** p = .000, * .001  p   
.008. VM = Valoration method (liking). W = Nomination method for working.  
 
NS NS M no-reject-bully = 6.68, 
(1.27)  * 
NS NS NS NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 3.61, SD = 1.61 M no-reject-bully-victim = 4.65, SD = 1.27 Wellbeing in classroom 
M no-reject-victim = 4.33, 
(1.39) * 
NS M no-reject-bully = 4.88, 
(1.22) ** 
M reject-bully = 4.60, 
(1.53) ** 
NS M reject-victim = 3.79, 
(1.53)** 
NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 4.00, SD = 1.58 M no-reject-bully-victim = 3.32, SD = 1.59 Wellbeing with 
teachers NS NS M no-reject-bully =  3.17, 
(1.86)* 
NS NS M reject-victim = 4.41, 
(1.30) ** 
NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 4.05, SD = 1.64 M no-reject-bully-victim = 4.86, SD = 1.17 Wellbeing with 
classmates NS NS M no-reject-bully = 5.31, 
(.91) ** 
M reject-bully = 4.90, 
(1.27) * 
NS M reject-victim = 4.07, 
(1.36) ** 
NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 68.89, SD = 16.50 M no-reject-bully-victim = 67.55, SD = 15.95 Impact ( W)
M no-reject-victim = 59.6, 
(17.03),* 
M reject-victim = 57.5, 
(16.16) ** 
NS NS NS M reject-victim = 57.5, 
(16.16) ** 
NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 60.66, SD = 10.79 M no-reject-bully-victim = 68.31, SD = 10.38 Impact (VM)
M no-reject-victim = 67.75, 
(11.09) ** 
M reject-victim = 52.07, 
(11.69) ** 
M no-reject-bully = 73,24, 
(8.41) ** 
NS NS M reject-victim = 52.07, 
(11.69) ** 
NS M reject-bully = 
61.5, (7.92) 
** 
M reject-bully-victim = 11.17, SD = 9.49 M no-reject-bully-victim = 5.6, SD = 9.53 Incongruences (W)
M no-reject-victim = 3.99, 
(6.11) ** 
NS M no-reject-bully = 3.26, 
(4.67) ** 
NS NS NS NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 9.08, SD = 9.35 M no-reject-bully-victim = 17.26, SD = 15.14 Incongruences (VM)
NS NS M no-reject-bully = 17.5, 
(11.28) ** 
NS NS M reject-victim = 9.08, 
(9.13) * 
NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 26.28, SD = 22.55 M no-reject-bully-victim = 32.88, SD = 21.84 Elections in groups of 
friends M no-reject-victim = 37.62, 
(21.77) * 
NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
M reject-bully-victim = 2.71, SD = 1.8 M no-reject-bully-victim = 7.05, SD = 3.1 Elections received by 
friends M no-reject-victim = 6.35, 
(2.67) * 
NS M no-reject-bully = 7.89, 
(2.45) ** 
 
M reject-bully = 3.67, 
(1.99) * 
NS M reject-victim = 2.59, 
(1.81) ** 
NS M reject-bully = 3.67, 
(1.99) * 
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5. Discussion
The starting point of this study was to clarify the social characteristics of bully-victims, in order to create a 
defined line with bullies and victims. Drawing up a differentiation between non-rejected and rejected bully-victims, 
our results show that rejected bully-victims are more dissocial than victims. In contrast we found that non rejected 
bully-victims are more hyperactive than victims. Researches have shown correlations between Attention-Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) and victimization (Unnever & Cornell, 2003).  
The level of personality attributes related to aggressive role between rejected a non rejected bully-victims is 
similar on this variable obtained by peer report, but they show a lower level than rejected bullies. Other significant 
fact was that rejected bully-victims are more aggressive and less prosocial than rejected victims; also they are less 
aggressive than bullies. This perfectly illustrates the status differentiation and the use of aggressive behavior on 
bully-victims. 
Regarding to our issue of digging deeper into bully-victims characteristics, we found that they differ significantly 
with both, victims and bullies, in their academic achievement. Woods & Wolke (2003) did not found a conclusive 
relationship between direct bullying behavior and academic achievement but, in our data, bully-victims are more 
prone to fail subjects, repeat course and to have less academic future plans than victims. In reference to bullies we 
found differences on course repetition compared with bully-victims, but these have more academic future plans than 
bullies. In summary and referring to academic achievement, we observed clear differences on how bully-victims 
perform at school compared with victims and bullies. Is difficult to clarify if academic achievement produce 
bullying behavior or if it is a consequence (Sweeting & West, 2001). 
The three rejected groups (bully-victim, victims and bullies) did not show significant differences among them in 
incongruences. This could indicate that neither of three groups presented special difficulties to recognize who 
classmates like or dislike them. A comparison on incongruences between rejected and non rejected groups (victims, 
bullies and bully-victims) would be irrelevant because rejected group compared to non rejected group would have 
more possibilities to make a mistake choosing classmates who rejected them. 
Our analyses show that rejected bully-victims feel worse than bullies and victims with classmates and at school. 
In contrast we found that non rejected bully-victims have a positive sense of well-being like bullies. This interesting 
fact could illustrate the importance of social status over aggression, which could serve as a tool to react against 
others´ aggressions, obtain peers attention or dominate others. Bully-victims or bullies in general have a deficit in 
their regulation (Sutton, Smith & Swettenham, 2001), this, related with the impulsivity or hyperactivity showed 
before, may be provoking the use of aggressive behavior as an instrument to reach objectives. 
In conclusion and for future research, we consider that bully-victim should be treated in scientific literature as an 
independent category of bullies and victims. Probably more answers about bullying behaviours and aggression 
dynamics will be provided by sociometric measures. Also, in future research will be clarifying investigate more 
about context, personality and social characteristics of bully-victims.  
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